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CITY OF LODI 
INFORMAL INFORMATIONAL MEETING 

"SHIRTSLEEVE" SESSION 
CARNEGIE FORUM, 305 WEST PINE STREET 

TUESDAY, OCTOBER 31, 2006 
 
An Informal Informational Meeting ("Shirtsleeve" Session) of the Lodi City Council was held Tuesday, 
October 31, 2006, commencing at 7:03 a.m. 
 
A. ROLL CALL 

Present: Council Members – Beckman, Hansen, Johnson, Mounce, and Mayor Hitchcock 

 Absent:  Council Members – None 

Also Present: City Manager King, City Attorney Schwabauer, and City Clerk Johl 
 
B. TOPIC(S) 
 

B-1 “Review of Site Plan and Architectural Review Committee and Planning Commission 
Process” 
 

Community Development Director Hatch provided an overview outlining the history and 
current status of the Site Plan and Architectural Review Committee (SPARC). Mr. Hatch 
discussed various topics including, but not limited to, the make-up of SPARC, the charge of 
the non-legislative body, Planning Commission relations and involvement, specific concerns 
regarding the Lowe’s and Vineyard Christian Middle School projects, operational 
procedures and timing associated with SPARC and Planning Commission reviews, and the 
lack of protocol for SPARC.  
 

Council Member Hansen inquired about the lack of guidelines to assist SPARC members in 
understanding their role and authority and suggested clear delineation of the same. 
Mr. Hatch stated the authority is limited by the Code, which does not set forth clear criteria 
for application or specific training requirements for SPARC members.  
 

Council Member Hansen inquired about design standards. Mr. Hatch stated a hodgepodge 
of design standards exist for the downtown area and big boxes while development plans are 
subject to individual standards based on each project.  
 

City Manager King provided examples of various design standards for different cities.  
 

Mayor Hitchcock stated the SPARC inception was controversial and criteria may not have 
been delineated purposefully. She stated the overstepping of authority on the Vineyard 
School project may have been based on a loss of institutional knowledge. Council Member 
Mounce stated the changed conditional use permit should have gone through the review 
process to ensure the approved project was the one that was being completed.  
 

City Manager King stated the question is whether SPARC is needed and if so, what about 
SPARC review before the Planning Commission review, an alternate order of review, and 
additional criteria. Mr. King also stated other cities include professional architects and 
engineers on SPARC to ensure a certain level of design review knowledge. Mayor 
Hitchcock stated professionals on SPARC may be difficult because Lodi is small, but it 
may be good to look at other cities.  
 

Mayor Pro Tempore Johnson stated he agrees with the concept of ratcheting down a bit but 
does not want to over engineer the issue. 
 

Community Development Director Hatch stated there is a disconnect between the projects 
that go to the Planning Commission and SPARC because those going to the Planning 
Commission have the benefit of the public notice and comments and SPARC projects do 
not. Mr. Hatch suggested it is possible to eliminate SPARC and have entire projects, with 
design elements, come to the Planning Commission because of the small number of 
projects. 
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Council Member Beckman stated Mr. Hatch’s suggestion made sense. Mr. Beckman 
suggested the guidelines be given to applicants before Planning Commission review to 
ensure awareness of the process and requirements. 
 
Mayor Hitchcock inquired about the timing of a two-part process for Planning Commission 
review. Council Member Hansen stated the goal is to streamline the process while 
tightening up the process without creating an additional level of bureaucracy. Council 
Member Beckman stated having the entire project go to the Planning Commission takes 
care of issues regarding procedural change and finality of projects.  
 
Council Member Mounce asked how many projects arise within a six-month period. 
Mr. Hatch stated the City averages one project per month. 
 
Community Development Director Hatch stated a procedure may be put into place where 
smaller projects provide a complete set of plans with one pass through with the Planning 
Commission while larger projects can come back to Planning Commission an additional 
time after direction and staff assistance. Council Member Beckman agreed with Planning 
Commission review of entire projects. 
 
Council Member Hansen suggested alternatives be brought back to Council after 
comparisons with other cities.   
 
Mayor Hitchcock stated she was hesitant to have staff review projects instead of them 
being brought back to the Planning Commission and suggested criteria be given to 
applicants to ensure they are aware of the expectations.  
 
Community Development Director Hatch suggested a predevelopment review process for 
larger projects, including department review of preliminary concepts and design through an 
interactive process, to alleviate staff’s greatest concerns with the projects before an 
applicant invests a large amount of money into the design of the project.   
 
Mayor Hitchcock stated the Planning Commission and SPARC evolved for a reason. 
Mr. Hatch stated some kind of project design review is necessary but it can be done by 
either the Planning Commission or SPARC.  
 
City Attorney Schwabauer clarified whether the Council desired a rule that requires the 
highest authority granting the conditional use permit to accept changes that occur 
thereafter. Council Member Mounce stated it made sense but inquired about the downside. 
Mr. Schwabauer stated the downside is that the City Council may end up making decisions 
for which the Planning Commission is better suited.  
 
Mayor Pro Tempore Johnson stated staff approvals of minor changes are acceptable; 
however, project redesigns, such as the inclusion of an additional building, should go 
through the entire process again to ensure only approved projects are constructed. City 
Attorney Schwabauer expressed concern with staff interpretation of changes and stated 
bright line rules are easier. 
 
City Manager King stated staff will report back to the City Council regarding Planning 
Commission and SPARC alternatives. 
 
PUBLIC COMMENTS: 

• David Johnson spoke in favor of eliminating SPARC and having entire projects reviewed 
by the Planning Commission. Mr. Johnson alternatively suggested adjusting timelines 
for SPARC review. 
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B-2 “Power Supply Update” 
 

Electric Utility Director Morrow provided a presentation regarding power supply. Mr. Morrow 
discussed various topics including, but not limited to,  existing resources, power supply 
planning, future needs, future resources, geothermal project, hydroelectric projects, CT1 
and 2 projects, Western Area Power Administration Contract, Seattle City Light, existing 
power resources, types of power supply including peaking, intermediate, and baseload, 
power supply cost profile, load factor, load duration curve, Lodi energy forecast, Lodi peak 
forecast, fiscal year 2007 open position, fiscal year 2008 open position, energy balance, net 
energy balance, new Lodi project overview, wind projects, Resource 500 project, Northern 
California Power Agency green power project, green power summary, Senate Bill 1368, and 
challenges satisfying baseload needs and future activities. 
 

Mayor Hitchcock asked if peaking was defined by both cost and availability. Mr. Morrow 
stated it involves both and electric utilities need all three. 
 

Mayor Hitchcock inquired about the criteria for open position. Mr. Morrow stated various 
economy-related factors including history and trend analysis of certain known conditions 
are considered.  
 

Mayor Hitchcock inquired about open position based on greater percentage of ownership 
and tying up contracts. Mr. Morrow stated the open position is based on ownership 
percentages, contracts, and project involvement over an extended period of time. He stated 
60% to 65% of open position is not a winning strategy. City Manager King provided open 
position examples for various cities, including Lompoc and Santa Clara. Mr. Morrow stated 
the current status is a result of 20 years of power supply decisions. 
 

Mayor Hitchcock asked why 30 megawatts are not being requested with the new project. 
Mr. Morrow stated it is important to diversify and the 30 megawatt issue will be addressed 
in the near future.  
 

Discussion ensued between City Manager King and Mr. Morrow regarding the disconnect 
with commercial and residential rates and the corresponding baseload needs served by 
specific resources.  
 

PUBLIC COMMENTS: 

• Myrna Wetzel inquired about solar energy. Mr. Morrow stated solar energy is a peak 
resource available when the sun is out and, while it can provide some contribution, it 
does not help with the core issue of a lack of baseload. Council Member Hansen stated 
the State backed off of solar energy due to a lack of technology and it is important to 
have a good portfolio that gives a variety of options. 

 

Mayor Pro Tempore Johnson inquired about the power line associated with the new Lodi 
project. Mr. Morrow stated it is expected to be online in 2011 and Phase 2A and 2B will 
include permitting, design, and engineering matters. Mr. Morrow stated the City is currently 
involved in impact studies and he anticipates reviewing the matter in three to six months.  

 
C. COMMENTS BY THE PUBLIC ON NON-AGENDA ITEMS 
 

None. 
 
D. ADJOURNMENT 
 

No action was taken by the City Council. The meeting was adjourned at 8:37 a.m. 
 
       ATTEST: 
 
 
       Randi Johl 
       City Clerk 



























Chapter 17.81 SITE PLAN AND ARCHITECTURAL APPROVAL 
 
17.81.010 Purpose. 
 
The purpose of site plan and architectural approval is to determine compliance with this title (i.e. zoning 
ordinance) and to promote the orderly development of the city, the stability of land values, investment and 
the general welfare, and to help prevent the impairment of depreciation of land values and development 
by the erection of structures or additions or alterations thereto without proper attention to siting or to 
unsightly, undesirable or obnoxious appearance. (Prior code § 27-18(a)) 
 
17.81.020 Committee established. 
 
There is established a site plan and architectural approval committee to assist the planning commission in 
reviewing site plans and architectural drawings. The membership of the committee shall consist of five 
members appointed to four-year, overlapping terms by the mayor with the approval of the city council. 
(Prior code § 27-18(b)) 
 
17.81.030 Required. 
 
Site plan and architectural approval is required for the following uses: 

A. Residential building proposed to be erected in areas zoned R-GA, R-MD, R-HD, R-C-P, C-1 and C-
2, except single-family dwellings, duplexes and triplexes. 

B. Commercial-professional offices and institutional buildings proposed to be erected in areas zoned 
R-C-P and C-1. 

C. Nonresidential buildings proposed to be erected in areas zoned C-1, C-2 and C-M. 

D. Nonresidential buildings proposed to be erected in areas zones M-1 and M-2 which abut upon areas 
zones R-1, R-2, R-GA, R-MD, R-HD, R-C-P, C-1 and C-2. 

E. Any use requiring a use permit. (Ord. 1353 § 1, 1985: prior code § 27-18(c)) 

 
17.81.040 Application. 
 
Application shall be made by the property owner or agent on a form provided by the city. (Prior code § 
27-18(d)) 
 
17.81.050 Maps and drawings. 
 
The following maps and drawings, in duplicate, shall be submitted: 

A. Siting of structures so as to preserve light and air on adjoining properties; 

B. Landscaping and/or fencing of yards and setback area, use of landscaping and/or wall or fencing for 
screening purposes; 

C. Design of ingress and egress; 

D. Off-street parking and loading facilities; 

E. Drawings or sketches of the exterior elevations; 

F. Designation of location of existing fire hydrants. (Prior code § 27-18(e)) 



17.81.060 Committee action. 
 

A. The approval committee shall have the function, duty and power to approve or disapprove, or to 
approve subject to compliance with such modifications or conditions as it may deem necessary to 
carry out the purpose of these regulations, the external design and site plan of all proposed new 
buildings or structures for which site plan and architectural approval are required. The approval 
committee shall impose such conditions as are necessary to carry out policies adopted by ordinance 
or resolution of the city council. 

B. Upon approval of submitted plans or at the expiration of twenty-one days, the building inspector 
shall issue a permit for such building; provided, that all other provisions of law have been complied 
with and except as otherwise herein provided for buildings requiring use permits or on items 
appealed to the planning commission and/or city council. (Prior code § 27-18(f)) 

 
17.81.070 Appeal from committee. 
 
Any actions of the site plan and architectural committee on matters referred to in this chapter may be 
appealed to the planning commission by filing, within ten business days, a written appeal to the 
community development director. The appeal shall be processed in accordance with Chapter 17.88, 
Appeals, of the Lodi Municipal Code. (Ord. 1757 § 1 (part), 2005) 
 







 

Electric Utility Department

Power Supply Overview

City Council Shirtsleeve Session
October 31, 2006



 

Topics

• Existing Resources

• Power Supply Planning

• Future Needs

• Future Resources



 

Existing Resources



 “Geysers” 
Geothermal Project

16.4 MW



 

Hydroelectric Projects

McKays Point

Collierville Power HouseSpicer Power House 26.8 MW



 

No. 2  (Lodi)
CT 1 and 2 Projects

CT1: Five 24.8 MW units
(Alameda, Lodi, Roseville)

CT2: One 49.9 MW unit
(Lodi)

43.4 MW
19.7 MW



 

Western (WAPA) Contract

5.7 MW



 

Seattle City Light Contract

25 MW



 

Existing
Power Resources

495,707130Lodi Needs

(10,349)25.0Seattle Contract

162,731137Totals

(332,976)+7Net

16,3825.7Western Hydro

019.7Lodi STIG Project

043.4CT1 Project

55,91826.8Hydroelectric

100,78016.4Geothermal

MWHMWResource



 

Power Supply
Planning



 

Types of Power Supply

Cost to 
Operate

Cost to 
Build

Type of Power 
Resource

Most

Moderate

Least

LeastBase

ModerateIntermediate

MostPeaking



 

• Peaking
– Combustion Turbines
– Solar, Wind
– Hydroelectric (run of river)

• Intermediate
– Combined cycle (small)
– Coal (older, smaller)
– Hydroelectric (reservoir storage)

• Baseload
– Nuclear
– Coal (newer, larger)
– Geothermal

Types of Power Supply



 

Power Supply Cost Profile

Peaking

Base Intermediate

Peaking

Intermediate
Base

87600



 

Load Factor



 

Lodi 
“Load Duration” Curve
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Future Needs



 

Lodi Energy Forecast
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Lodi Peak Forecast
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Energy Balance
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Net Energy Balance
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Future Resources



 

New Lodi Project
20 MW



 

New Lodi Project
• 257 mw, 1x1x1 Combined Cycle Frame Unit

• CEC Permitting 

• Located adjacent to STIG CT2 

• COD Summer 2011 (Optional for 2010)

• 7000 Heat Rate Plant, Natural Gas

• Transmission – Western/NP15

• Total Project Costs $212 million

• Phase IIa $3.9million, IIb, $10.1million

• File for CEC approvals by 12/31/06



 

Wind Projects

• MSR Wind
§ MOU in Progress
§ $50,000 Development Funds
§ PPA or 3rd Phase Agreement

• Geo Wind - PPM
§ MOU in Progress
§ 25-50mw
§ PPA with an Option to Purchase
§ Participating Members at GEO
§ COD in Q3 2008



 

Resource 500 Project

• Efficient 550 MW combined cycle natural 
gas plant

• Calpine’s Sutter Plant located north of 
Sacramento

• Calpine filed for bankruptcy protection
• No interest by Calpine in selling at this 

time
• Purchase project deemed “comatose”



 

NCPA Green Power Project

• Green power project available to NCPA 
members

• RFP issued to look for possible “green” 
projects

• Lodi not involved at this time
– Currently meets State’s renewable target for 

2020
– Opportunity to participate in future 

solicitations



 

Green Power Summary
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SB 1368

• New GHG (green house gas) bill signed into law 
on 9/29/06

• Requires approval by CEC for all long-term 
purchases of baseload power by public agencies 
after 7/1/07

• CEC would not approve projects/contracts with 
GHG emissions greater than an efficient gas-
fired combined cycle unit

• Law is indifferent as to power location/source
• Intent is to stop California electric utilities from 

acquiring coal-fired resources



 

Future Activities

• NCPA Commission considering authorization for member 
energy purchases through FY08.

• Evaluating longer term (3 year) baseload market purchase
• Evaluating use of simple call options as a means to 

reduce risk and lower overall costs
• Reviewing forward hedging/purchase strategy by month, 

season and time periods (HLH/LLH)
• Considering acquisition of system modeling and risk 

assessment technical support
• In longer run, assist NCPA with development of a formal 

five year energy procurement program for members



 

Summary

• Lodi existing power resources generally 
provide sufficient capacity resources, but 
limited energy

• Lodi has a long-term need for additional 
baseload resources of about 30 MW.

• Future options are limited, but New Lodi 
Project (combined cycle) is good 
possibility




